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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 28-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
• Applicant's admission of prior art in view of Eberle (US 5,215,21 1). 

Applicant admits as prior art (see figures 1 , 1A, 1B, 1C and paragraphs 2-6) 
housings for electrolyzers, which have panel at both ends, wherein a bracket was 
mounted on one end to mount the electrolyzer. The housing included four side walls, a 
roof and a floor. 

The prior art electrolysis system was not adapted for "easily" detaching the 
electrolyzer from the remainder of the system. However, it has been held that making a 
portion of a system separable is well within ordinary skill in the art. See MPEP 2144.04. 
Applicant even states that it was known in the prior art that the electrolyzers had to be 
periodically replaced due to wear and tear. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the system to make the electrolyzer more easy 
to replace. 

Thus, Applicant's admission of prior art does not teach (1) main and separate 
compartments for all of the components except the electrolyzer and the electrolyzer, 
respectively and (2) cell holder means for easily introducing and removing the 
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electrolyzer including a track or a clip-on attachment into which the bracket on the 
electrolyzer was fitted. 

Regarding limitation (1), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to have divided the prior art housing into separate compartments housing only the 
electrolyzer in one compartment and the remainder of the components in the other 
compartment because the electrolyzer was a source of major heat production and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to isolate the other components of 
the system from the heat produced by the electrolyzer. The wall dividing the housing 
into two compartments (i.e.-the wall common to both the separate compartment and 
main compartment) would have required openings to accommodate tubing and 
electrical connections from the electrolyzer to the other components in order for the 
electrolyzer to operate. 

Regarding limitation (2), Eberle teach means for slidably supporting a device 
using "tracks" 36 for supporting an L-shaped bracket 32, wherein the bracket is easily 
introduced and removed from the U-shaped brackets 36. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
incorporated the L-shaped and U-shaped brackets of Eberle into the prior art 
electrolyzer housing system because the bracket system provided the advantage of 
securely supporting a device, while making the removal and replacement of the device 
easy. 
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Regarding claims 29 and 30, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to have arranged the L-shaped and U-shaped brackets in any desired 
orientation for detachably supporting the electrolyzer. 

Regarding claim 31, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have subdivided the main compartment into smaller compartments for isolating 
further portions of the electrolysis system. 

Regarding claim 32, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have made the fluid and electrical connections in the electrolysis system to be 
conventional quick connect fittings in order to facilitate disconnection and reconnection 
of the electrolyzer. 

Regarding claim 33, the electrolyzer of Applicant's admission included a series of 
chambers. 

Regarding claim 34, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have made the separate compartment housing the electrolyzer to have a door which 
either pivoted at one side or slid aside to provide easy access to the electrolyzer when 
needed, but also provided a closed environment to prevent contamination during 
electrolysis operation. 

Regarding claim 35, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have made the electrolyzer and housing for a conventional, durable, strong and 
corrosion resistant material, such as metal or plastic. 

Regarding claim 36, the electrolyzer of Applicant's admission was a process cell 
involving passage of electric current. 
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Regarding claims 37-42, see above regarding corresponding claims 29-32 and 

34-35. 

3. Claims 43-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admission of prior art in view of Eberle (US 5,215,21 1) and Eki et al (US 
5,846,390). 

The teachings of Applicant's admission and Eberle are discussed above. 
Applicant's admission and Eberle fail to teach a filter member in the electrolysis 
system. 

Eki et al teach (see figure 4 and col. 5, line 65 to col. 6, line 16) a water 
electrolysis system which included a filtration stage for removing particulate matter and 
undesirable substances from the water before it is electrolyzed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
included a filter member as taught by Eki et al in the system of Applicant's admission 
and Eberle because the filter member removed harmful materials from the water to be 
electrolyzed. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
placed the filter in its own compartment in the housing, and provided that compartment 
with a door, because the filter contained material (activated carbon cartridge and 
hollow-fiber membrane) which would have needed periodic replacement during 
operation. 

Regarding claim 44, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have made the housing fit together in any conventional manner, such as a snap tight 
fit. 
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Regarding claim 45, see above with respect to claim 32. 



Regarding claim 46, see above with respect to claim 31. 



Regarding claim 47, see above with respect to claim 33. 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Harry D. Wilkins, III whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1251. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Roy V. King can be reached on 571-272-1244. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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